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00:00:00 {TIBETAN} 00:00:11

First of all, begin by adjusting your motivation, thinking that you are here on this occasion to receive the most 
profound Mahayana teachings with the ultimate aim of reaching the state of enlightenment in order to be able to 
benefit all mother sentient beings. With this thought please adjust your motivation for listening, according to the 
instructions of all the great lamas of this tradition.

00:00:11 {TIBETAN} 00:01:25

We'll continue from where we left off. Last week we finished with this quotation that comes from the 
commentary of Master Chandrakirti, Commentary to the 400 Stanzas. And now we continue with comments of Je
Rinpoche where it says, "If we explain it according to the statement." He's referring to the quotation from the 
Commentary to the 400 Stanzas. The section up to the point where it says "it strongly posits a superimposition of 
a truly existing nature on functioning entities indicates dullness to be true grasping."

00:01:25 {TIBETAN} 00:02:48

If we look at the quotation from the 400 Stanzas, actually if you look at the first two sentences from the 
beginning that it says, "It is dullness because it is confusion and so forth." That's the first sentence. And then the 
second sentence, it says, "It strongly posits a superimposition" up to "functioning entities." These two sentences, 
[in English they are two sentences] actually identify what that thing is: they indicate dullness to be true grasping.

00:02:48 {TIBETAN} 00:04:04

Then it continues by positing attachment and so on "as non -different from dullness." This is at the last sentence 
of the quotation where it says "It is posited as non-different from dullness and it is also depended upon dullness 
because dullness is the main one." It's referring to that statement. So positing, attachment and so on as non-
different from dullness is positing them as concordant with dullness and does not posit them as separate from 
dullness.

00:04:04 {TIBETAN} 00:06:11

There is some point here that says, it is positing them as concordant with dullness and does not posit them as 
separate. Now, when we posit things as being concordant, there are different ways in which you can explain that 
they are concordant. They can be concordant in terms of five aspects. They can be concordant only by means of 
the focal object. In other cases, ‘concordant’ can have a more general meaning, indicating that it aids, it supports. 
So for example, in terms of the mind and the mental factors, we say they are concordant because they have this 
relationship between them where they support each other. They help one another. So, here, although it says it 
posits them as concordant, there is no specific mention of how they are concordant. In terms of five aspects, in 
terms of just the focal object, in terms of aiding each other, how are they concordant? And because that thing is 
not specified, this actually opens it up to interpretation, because there are different ways of positing how they are 
concordant. So, it explains that they are concordant and they are not separate. We know that much.

00:06:11 {TIBETAN} 00:08:38

Then it continues by saying that it states that the reason for that is due to the very positing from attachment and 
so on. He wants to give the reason for what? The reason for saying that they are concordant or the reason for 
saying that they are not separate. They are described as that. What is the reason for that? It states that the 
commentary, that paragraph above, it states that the reason for that is--remember what we have identified as the 
reason, the reason are those sentences that are between the subject matter and what is to be proven, those 
sentences in between. "this very nature of functioning entities is imputed by dullness due to the very positing of 
the superimposition of the features of beauty, ugliness and so on." Remember we had identified this as the reason.
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So, it says it states that the reason for that is, "due to the very positing of superimposition of the features of 
beauty, ugliness and so on."

00:08:38 {TIBETAN} 00:12:04

What is it that it establishes? What is it that is talking about? It is taking about various afflictions such as 
attachment and so forth, this is the subject matter. It will prove that those things are posited as not different from 
dullness. They're not different, they're not separate from dullness. Basically, they are concordant with dullness. 
And how is it proving this? It is proving this with those sentences in between. What do these sentences say? They
say that this dullness is imputing something upon functioning entities. So dullness here is true-grasping, the 
ignorance, step 1 of the 12 links. It is imputing something upon functioning entities, whether the functioning 
entity is a person or whether it is phenomena. So, it's imputing a particular nature upon them because it believes 
that they truly exist, and then it goes and superimposes features of beauty and ugliness and so forth. So (1) the 
entity, the person or phenomena appear to be truly existent, and they are grasped as truly existent. (2) Then, it 
starts exaggerating and recognising ugliness or beauty or other characteristics that again are inherently existing. 
(3) Due to this exaggeration and grasping at these features as being truly existing, it is positing, it is establishing, 
it is inducing afflictions. So you now have desire or you have aversion and so forth for that object. So this is what
it says. It states the reason for that to be all of that.

00:12:04 {TIBETAN} 00:16:30

We have explained the threefold process here, and we can look at it through another example. Imagine that you 
have a person that is very thirsty, they are walking in the desert and they see a mirage far away. So obviously that 
appears as water. There's no water there, but they think that this is water. So they start superimposing a nature that
is not there. It is similar to the first step where it says it is superimposing true existence or inherent existence 
upon let's say, the person. Then the second step is that the person who perceives that mirage as water, they start 
thinking about the qualities of the water, now they are exaggerating the qualities of the water, that it's going to be 
so clean, so refreshing, it's going to be tasting very nice, it's going to be thirst quenching, and so on and so forth. 
This is like the second step where you start exaggerating the qualities. It is so beautiful, or it is so ugly, and so 
forth. And again, whatever characteristics you are exaggerating, those things appear to be truly existing, 
inherently existing, and you grasp them as such. And then there comes the third step. The third step is because the
person is so thirsty, now has generated that craving for that water, and does not want to be separated from the 
water. Definitely wants to have that water. So that craving establishes their attachment or their desire for that 
water. So it is like with all the other afflictions. The example, first you see the person, the person appears to be 
truly existing, you grasp at it as truly existing, then you start recognizing characteristics that are not there. These 
qualities appear to be truly existing, you grasp at them as truly existing. And then there comes the third step, 
which is the craving either to never be separated or to be totally separated from that object. And that establishes 
then either the desire or the aversion for the object. The three steps.

00:16:30 {TIBETAN} 00:20:04

So having explained this process, because it's a process, because it happens in three steps, it says, because it 
happens in this way, for this reason we say that all of these afflictions such as attachment and aversion and so 
forth, they are not different from dullness. Basically, they are concordant with this dullness and they depend upon
this dullness. And then it summarises the reason. This is why: because this dullness is the main one, it’s the root 
one. Basically, through this process, and also from this quotation, what is says is that confusion is the root. And 
when it says confusion is the root, it means confusion comes first and it becomes the cause that induces all these 
other afflictions. So the important thing to look at here is how they are concordant. What does it mean when we 
say that these afflictions are concordant with dullness?

00:20:04 {TIBETAN} 00:24:41

As we say, there is a unique presentation of the Middle Way Consequence School. So it is very important to 
understand how we posit them, how we explain them to be concordant. It is not that they are simply concordant 
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because they have the same focal object. There are a few people who interpret it like this, and they say they are 
concordant because they have the same focal object. Actually, this is not very helpful because, obviously the focal
object is the same. If we look at the example of the mirage, the person is looking at the mirage, the focal object is 
the mirage. And first of all, he starts saying, "oh this is water." And then starts saying, "this water is clean, is cool,
it's going to satisfy my thirst." The superimposition, the exaggeration of qualities, it's all happening upon the 
same focal object. You haven't changed the focal object. And then you generate the craving for that. And then 
after that you say that you have attachment because you have the craving. But it has all been, it's all revolving 
around your focus on that mirage. So we said that this, the mirage, is an analogy to help us understand what is 
happening here. 

Here we're looking at afflictions, and we say that this confusion, which is confusion of true grasping, is the root. 
So this confusion is, first of all, focusing at the person. The person is going to be the focal object for everything 
that follows after that. We don't change the focal object. And that's why we say it's not very useful to tell me that 
it is concordant because they have the same focal object. So, first you focus on the person who is your focal 
object, and the first thing you say is that this person truly exists. That's the first step. You're superimposing nature 
that is not there. Then, still focusing on the same person, you start having inappropriate attention. So now you 
start making up this story that it has this quality, and that quality and all these superimpositions of qualities, all 
these exaggerations, again are done by looking at the qualities as being truly existent, inherently existent. So this 
grasping at true existence was there at the beginning. This is the one that started telling you that the person truly 
exists. And then it told you that the qualities of the person truly exist. So here we have a sequence of causes. First
of all, you have that confusion of true existence, then you believe the person truly exists, then you believe the 
qualities of the person truly exist. So we are not saying, at this point, that attachment or some other affliction is 
concordant with this yet. No, because you haven't generated that attachment yet. It's not concordant with it yet. 
It's going to be the result of that, so it does not exist at the same time with that. It is only after you generate 
craving that you then establish this attachment. And now that you have established this attachment, this 
attachment also has come because you have seen these qualities as being truly existing. So it came out of your 
grasping at true existence. This is what we say: at the very end, that resultant attachment is concordant with that 
true grasping because there is true grasping coming all the way from the beginning, every step of the process. So 
at the end, the result is concordant in that sense. It's not simply concordant because it has the same focal object. 
Your focal object never changed, it was the person from the beginning. “The person truly exist.” “The person is 
beautiful.” “”I don't want to be separated from the person.” It's the person, the person is like the mirage, when we
think “the mirage is water.” “The water of the mirage is cool.” “It is fresh.” “I want the water of the mirage.” The
focal object is the same. So this is how we have to understand the meaning of concordant. It's not just because 
they have the same focal object.

00:24:41 {TIBETAN} 00:30:25

It's very difficult to posit things to be concordant just because they have the same focal object. If you do that, 
you're oversimplifying things, and you're actually making mistakes because then you would end up saying, for 
example, the grasping of the person to be self-sufficient and substantially existing, which is gross self-grasping, is
concordant with grasping at the person to be truly existing. Why? Because they have the same focal object, which
is the person. And that is a fallacy. Similarly, you could say that, the other afflictions between them are 
concordant. I have love, and I have hate, they are concordant. Why? Because they're both focusing on the same 
person. These are fallacies that comes from saying they are concordant just because they have the same focal 
object.

00:30:25 {TIBETAN} 00:33:49

We described here the basic confusion, which is the confusion of true grasping. And we say that you have that 
true grasping from the beginning of the process. And you end up generating attachment. Attachment that actually 
has that true grasping as part of its nature and at that point you say that these two things are concordant. They're 
concordant in many ways, they are concordant in terms of time because they coexist in terms of time. They are 
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concordant in terms of the focal object. They are concordant in terms of the mode of apprehension, meaning at 
what they grasp, because they both grasp at thing to be truly existing. Sometimes one might raise the doubt, and 
say hold on a minute, the confusion of true grasping and the attachment that you generate at the end do not have 
the same mode of grasping, because they say the first one is grasping at true existence, its true grasping, whereas 
the other one is grasping at something which is beautiful and has desire for that beautiful object. Our answer to 
that is that their mode of grasping is the same, because when we say that attachment desires that which is 
beautiful, it's not just beautiful, it's something which is inherently beautiful. So they are grasped as inherently or 
truly existing features. And therefore, the mode of grasping is the same. 

The thing with desire, is that it is not always the same. It is not just one type of desire, because desire or 
attachment does not just hold that something is beautiful depending on the occasion. You might be thinking that 
this is always beautiful. So at this point you're grasping at something which is permanent. You'll have grasping at 
permanence. So you could be having grasping at permanence, this attachment grasping at permanence. You could
be having attachment that is thinking that something is desirable because it is beautiful and it is self-sufficient and
substantially existing beautiful. In this case you have attachment that has the mode of grasping of the self-
sufficient and substantially existing. You could have attachment that is desiring a beautiful object thinking that, 
that beauty is established from its own side. So you have attachment that has grasping of things existing from 
their own side. So it's not that we have just one type of attachment. Your attachment will come with desire that is 
grasping at different things depending on what your confusion or your view happens to be.

00:33:49 {TIBETAN} 00:37:35

Actually, if you've gone through this exercise, you will come to see why we say that this is the unique 
presentation of the Middle Way Consequence School. It says here that when we talk about attachment, we posit 
this attachment to be concordant with that true grasping. Attachment that is concordant with grasping of 
permanence, attachment that is concordant with grasping at self-sufficient and substantially existing beauty, is 
not what we posit as attachment. The unique attachment. That's not our attachment.

00:38:22

Student: Geshe la, which one is doing the attractive or unattractive, the superimposition of attractive or 
unattractive? Which one is doing that? Is it the confusion or is it the desire based on the confusion?

Geshe la: No, confusion is the main cause, grasping of true existence. So the three steps that we are discussing. 
First, grasping of true existence. Just think of the Root of Wisdom text, where it says, "The karma and negative 
emotions comes from inappropriate attention, inappropriate attentions comes from the elaborations.” Elaborations
here means the grasping of true existence. So now we are discussing these three. And negative emotions comes 
from the inappropriate attention, and inappropriate attention comes from the elaboration, which is grasping of 
true existence. These three are the sequence of steps. So first, grasping of true existence is the main, so the first 
link of the 12 links of dependent origination, grasping of true existence, whether it's the person or phenomena, the
grasping of true existence. Then, the appearance of the object, the beauty or the ugliness.

Student: Is it appearance or superimposition?

Geshe la: Superimposition follows appearance. First appears, then you follow and superimpose, and exaggerate 
even. So then we exaggerate. Then it's the second, the second one we were talking about. Also one can posit 
concordance with the grasping of true existence, because it is not mere appearance of the beauty, it is appearance 
of beauty from its own side, and grasping of that. It also grasps true existent, as well. So one can posit 
concordance with grasping of true existence.

Student: So is desire concordant with the grasping of true existence? Does it exaggerate it or... which one does the
exaggeration?

Geshe la: Desire, the attachment, the third one comes. Third. Negative emotion comes third. First, second, third. 
All the negative emotion comes in the third. The result, it’s the result from these causes. So now, here, Prasangika
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is saying that once you have produced this attachment, or negative emotions, or anger or whatever, it has this 
kind of grasping of true existence as well. Yeah, because ...

00:41:14 {TIBETAN} 00:42:11

Remember that point that we said that the true grasping and desire or attachment, in general, we're not positing 
those two things as concordant, but what we posit as concordant is (a) grasping at true existence and (b) 
attachment that desires something which is inherently beautiful, truly existing beautiful. So they have that 
commonality, the grasping at true existence that allows us to posit them as concordant.

Geshe la: So one can posit the attachment concordant with the grasping of self-sufficient substantially existent. 
Attachment concordant with the grasping of permanent. So attachment itself, one can posit different 
concordances with how you grasp the object, how you exaggerate, and how you desire that object. It depends on 
how you exaggerate, how you desire. So there are many different concordances. The unique presentation of the 
Prasangika school of thought, the subtle level of the attachment talks about the concordance with the grasping of 
true existence. That's very important.

00:42:49 {TIBETAN} 00:44:14

We continue 

"In that, since the superimposition of the features of attractive and unattractive to the object, is the 
inappropriate attention that acts as the cause for generating desire and aversion, it does not indicate or 
teach the mode of grasping of that desire and aversion."

00:44:14 {TIBETAN} 00:45:58

What does this sentence say, "in that". The "that" is the object. It could be phenomena or it could be the person. In
relation to that object, for that object. "Since the superimposition of the features of attractive and unattractive to 
the object, is the inappropriate attention that acts as the cause for generating desire and aversion." What is it 
saying here? It says that the superimposition that is exaggerating the qualities which is inappropriate attention is 
telling you you're still on step number two, that that thing is the cause for generating number three, which is 
desire or aversion. So clearly it says that the superposition or the exaggeration of these qualities of beauty and 
ugliness and so forth, it says you're still on number two. Those things are not the actual desire or the actual 
aversion. They are the cause that generates this. And therefore, it does not indicate the mode of grasping of that 
desire and aversion. So it says the superimposition itself does not indicate, does not tell you the mode of grasping
of that desire.

00:45:58 {TIBETAN} 00:48:33

So the last part of the sentence where it says "it." "It" refers to the superposition of features of attractiveness and 
unattractiveness. The inappropriate attention, that thing does not explain to you the mode of grasping of the 
desire. What is the mode of grasping of desire that has not been explained by this exaggeration of qualities? 
Desire itself has a particular mode of grasping, and the mode of grasping is that the object must appear desirable 
or undesirable. If you are talking about aversion, the exaggeration of the qualities is not telling you yet, or is not 
explaining to you how attachment, from its own side, has its own way of grasping at things. So that craving that 
comes on the third stage, to establish the third stage it says that the exaggeration has not explained that to you yet,
or it doesn't indicate this to you.

00:48:33 {TIBETAN} 00:51:23

The last one says, "Thus [the section saying]." Now Lama Tsongkhapa is summarising or reaching a conclusion, 
having stated all those reasons. It says, "Thus the section that says 'this very nature of functioning entities is 
imputed by dullness and so on.'". He's referring back to that quotation, where it says that you have the functioning
entities, and something is imputed by dullness due to the very positing of the superimposition of the features of 
beauty, ugliness and, so on. He refers to that. So by saying this, it states that desire and aversion are posited in 
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dependence upon the superposition of attractive and unattractive of the very thing that is inherently established." 
So it comes from thinking that, this superposition also is superimposition of inherently existing, attractive and 
unattractive qualities.

00:51:23 {TIBETAN} 00:52:39

And then in dependence upon that, in dependence upon step number two, you will get the desire, which is step 
number three.

00:52:39 {TIBETAN} 00:52:51

Desire , aversion, etcetera. The other afflictions.

00:52:51 {TIBETAN} 00:55:46

Then it says, "That true existence itself that is imputed by dullness is not indicated or taught as the focal object 
from among focal object, an aspect of desire and so on." What does it say here? It says if we look at this process, 
how do you generate desire towards a person? First of all, you look at the person, you focus on the person, the 
person is the focal object, and the dullness or that confusion is superimposing true existence upon the person. 
Then you exaggerate the qualities, and you think that the person is eg. truly beautiful. Then you have the craving, 
and then you generate the desire for that person. So it says here, the true existence itself is not the focal object. 
The focal object of that desire for the truly existing person is the   person  . It's not the true existence of the person, 
or the truly existing person. The focal object from the beginning to the end is the person. When you talk about 
desire or aversion or whatever, it has a focal object, and that focal object has to be something which is existent. It 
cannot be something which is non-existent. And the truly existing person is something which is non-existent. So 
you could not posit a non-existent entity to be the focal object of desire or aversion or whatever. This is what it 
says, 

"that true existence itself that is imputed by dullness is not indicated as the focal object from among focal
object an aspect of desire and so on. Because the focal object of both focal object and aspect of both 
types of innate self grasping, is an established base.1"

So it was giving the example, here, of innate self-grasping. Innate self-grasping needs to have a focal object that 
is a basis that it is established, meaning, an existent entity.

00:55:46 {TIBETAN} 00:58:21

It's not acceptable to say that the truly existing person is the focal object. It cannot be. You cannot posit that.

00:58:21 {TIBETAN} 01:00:08

We have a verse from, Entering the Middle Way where it says, "all the faults, all afflictions and the shortcomings 
that come along them have as their root the view of the perishable. The yogi focusing on the self, negates the 
self." In the first two lines, they just explain what is the root, or what gives rises to afflictions and all the 
suffering, all the faults, all the problems that come from that. And the second two lines explain how the yogi 
analyses. It says, "by focusing on the self, the yogi negates the self." Here, he is talking about two selves, and he's
making the distinction. You have the conventionally existing self, which is something that actually exists, and this
is what becomes the focal object of the yogi. And then you have the imputed self, which is the truly existing self, 
which is what the yogi will come to negate. So when it says the yogi negates that, the yogi does not negate the 
first one, which is the existent, which is the focal object. The yogi negates the second one. So by negating all that,
they eliminate the process of afflictions.

01:00:08 {TIBETAN} 01:03:02

If we go into that quotation, from the Commentary to the 400 Stanzas, if you go into the third line, it says,

1 NB. The translation of this last sentence has been updated.
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"this very nature of functioning entities is imputed by dullness, due to the very positing of the 
superimposition of the features of beauty, ugliness and so on."

Taking that into consideration, we're looking now at the third paragraph which makes the point about what the 
focal object is. Actually, we have explained that, from the beginning, there is only one focal object. That focal 
object is, let's say the person, in the case of our example it is the person, you are focusing on the person, and your
confusion is telling you that the person is truly existent. So you have true grasping in relation to the person. 
Because you have true grasping in relation to the person, which is step number one, you will have step number 
two, which now you will start superimposing truly existing qualities of beauty or ugliness upon this person. And 
then once you generate the craving, you're going to end up with that attachment or that desire. What is the focal 
object of that desire? It cannot be the truly existing person because truly existing person does not exist. It's a non-
existing object. So although you have true grasping, you have true grasping from the beginning, the person is 
grasped as true, the qualities of the person are grasped as true, all the time you grasp at true existence. That 
grasping at true existence is not your focal object. Your focal object is the person. Everything is happening in 
relation to that person.

01:03:02 {TIBETAN} 01:05:31

And it concludes, "since desire and so forth are also concordant with dullness," we have explained that, "they are 
concordant in terms of focal object."

01:05:31 {TIBETAN} 01:06:56

If we look at this last sentence, it says, "since desire and so forth also are concordant with dullness, therefore,"--
since A therefore B, therefore "they are concordant in terms of focal object." If you just read the sentence as is, it 
is not the correct reason. Why? Because it gives a reason, and it says, because they are concordant, they are 
concordant. ‘Because they are concordant they are concordant in terms of focal object,’ that is not a correct 
reason. So what we have to understand is they are concordant with dullness in terms of five aspects, meaning 
they are concordant in terms of the (1) focal object, concordant in terms of the (2) basis, concordant in terms of 
the (3) time, concordant in terms of the (4) mode of apprehension, concordant in terms of the (5) substance. So 
because they are concordant in five aspects with dullness, therefore, of course they're going to have the same 
focal object.

01:06:56 {TIBETAN} 01:10:28

It is because of this wording that, as we said at the beginning, there are some people who explained that for things
to be concordant it is enough just to say that they are concordant in terms of the focal object. But we have 
explained that this is a fallacy. You cannot say “just because two things have the same focal object,” that doesn't 
actually make them concordant. But if you explain that they are concordant in five aspects, then you can see how 
at the end you say, yes, of course they have the same focal object. That issue, about stating that they are 
concordant and they have the same focal object, it is important, because, as we say, we always need to be aware 
of what is the focal object, and we have to be able to posit a focal object for those afflictions. A focal object that 
is existent. So if we look at this process starting from the bottom. What is the bottom? The bottom, the end, the 
end line is that you have generated attachment. This attachment must have a focal object, but if you take it a step 
previous to that, what is it that brought about this attachment? You ended up with this attachment because you 
have reached the state of exaggerating qualities, and you said that those qualities exist in relation to a particular 
person. So actually your focal object of the exaggerated qualities was the person. And why did you end up 
exaggerating these qualities? You end up at this point because you have developed this view of truly existing 
person. What was the focal object of that thing again? It was the person. And you were thinking that the person 
truly exists. And what caused all that? It was the confusion of grasping at true existence. From the very beginning
of all those steps, the focal object is the person, and it is very important to say that you have that confusion that 
has as a focal object, the person. And at the end you end up with attachment that is concordant with that initial 
cause. And you can trace it back through the three steps, the two steps, however many you count. So the final 
attachment is concordant with that initial dullness or confusion. And they have the same focal object. Now you 
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can see why at the end, we conclude by saying “they are concordant and they have the same focal object,” 
because you can trace it all the way back. They are concordant in that way. They have the same focal object, and 
also that establishes that focal object is existent.

01:10:28 {TIBETAN} 01:15:12

Coming back into that last sentence again, "And, since desire and so forth also are concordant with dullness, they 
are concordant in terms of focal object." We say, here, that the best way to explain this is to say that they are 
concordant in five aspects, or in five ways. And remember that His Holiness, depending on the occasion, he 
might interpret that as concordant in five aspects, and sometimes he says it's not so easy to explain the five 
aspects, so they are concordant in terms of aiding or supporting each other. If you want to posit them as 
concordant in five aspects, you have to establish that they have the same (1) focal object. We don't have difficulty
positing this. They have the same (2) aspect, again there's no problem with that. "Aspect" is how you're grasping 
it, how it appears to you and you grasp it. The third one is the (3) basis, and the basis, here, is true grasping. You 
have this affliction due to true grasping, and therefore you say that this affliction, attachment, is concordant with 
true grasping because they have the same basis, and the same focal object, and the same aspect. They are 
concordant in terms of (4) time because they coexist. Now the fifth one, which is that they are concordant in 
terms of (5) substance. That is the difficult one in positing five concordances.

01:15:12 {TIBETAN} 01:17:37

When we discuss this, the substance, in terms of the mental factors, each mental factor has distinct substance. So,
for example, you have the mental factor of feeling. ‘Feeling’ is one substance, if you want, is one category. 
‘Contact’ is another substance. ‘Attention’ is another substance. You cannot say that there is overlap in terms of 
their substance. Each mental factor has its own substance, and it has to be posited as different. So when you are 
saying that attachment and true grasping are the same substance, it means that you have to posit these two things 
on the same mental factor. So you must have one mental factor that is both true grasping and attachment. That's 
the only case in which they have the same substance. If you posit them on different mental factors, they will not 
have the same substance.

01:17:37 {TIBETAN} 01:19:42

So, exactly because of the substance, same substance, which is the fifth one, it becomes very difficult to posit 
things that are concordant in all five aspects. In the Mind-only school and the Sutra school, they say that if you 
say things are concordant, definitely they have to be concordant in five aspects. Middle Way Consequence School
says, well who says they have to be all five if they are concordant? The most important for us are the (1) focal 
object, (2) time, and the (3) aspect, if you can establish that they have concordance in these three things, you can 
posit them as concordant. Geshe la says, exactly because it is a difficult thing to posit, you will find people 
coming up with their own allowances. Like, who says it has to be five? It could be three out of five, and that will 
be enough to say they are concordant. You will find people who say this.

We can stop here for tonight.

Geshe la: We will finish maybe. Actually we are reading this Lama Tsongkhapa's commentary of Entering the 
Middle Way about the unique presentation of the negative emotions, Prasangika's unique or subtle level of the 
negative emotions, because in Chapter 9 where we are going to differentiate these two different negative 
emotions, which is gross and subtle. In order to know the subtle of the negative emotion presented in Middle Way
Consequence School we need to know how they posit subtle level of the emotions. Otherwise, if you don't know, 
then you can't differentiate the gross and the subtle. That's why we discussed about the four noble truths, the truth
of origin, how they define gross and subtle of the truth of origin, and also here, you need to know. It is difficult, 
but no choice. We have to think! [laughs]

Students: Thank you Geshe la.
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